Surveys are frequently used to collect data about giving and volunteering; however, the quality of the data is seldom known, and the measurement challenges inherent in such surveys are not well recognized. For example, the inability of respondents to accurately recall past behaviors introduces both random errors and probable downward biases to estimates of giving and volunteering. On the other hand, the tendency of some respondents to provide socially desirable responses may lead to an overreporting of giving and volunteering. The extent to which these two potential sources of bias may offset one another is seldom known and varies from survey to survey according to the particular way in which giving and volunteering are measured. Such threats to the reliability and validity of survey data on giving and volunteering can be minimized by good survey design and the choices that researchers make about such things as the survey method (e.g., telephone, mail, or personal interview), the unit of analysis (individual vs. household), and the types of questions that are used to measure giving and volunteering. In this article, I outline a number of the measurement challenges associated with surveys of giving and volunteering, suggest strategies that can assist in the development of reliable and valid measures of giving and volunteering, and show how these strategies were applied in the design of Canada's 1997 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and Participating (NSGVP).
The NSGVP was initiated as a collaborative effort by a number of Canadian national voluntary organizations and federal government departments.
Conducted by Statistics Canada in 1997, the NSGVP used a telephone survey of 19,000 Canadians aged 15 years or older as a supplement to its national Labour Force Survey (LFS) (see . The LFS collects basic demographic and labor market data monthly from approximately 49,000 Canadian households. The NSGVP was conducted over the telephone, taking an average of 35 minutes to administer to those who both gave and volunteered (for individuals who did not engage in these activities, the survey took much less time). The survey had a response rate of 78%.
The NSGVP was designed primarily to provide estimates of giving and volunteering behavior and key sociodemographic correlates.
2 As Table 1 shows, it also collected information on correlates of giving and volunteering such as the motivations for engaging in these activities, perceived barriers to giving, and youth experiences.
Before turning to a discussion of some of the methodological issues and measurement challenges that the NSGVP attempted to address, it is important to acknowledge the debt that the NSGVP owes to surveys on giving and volunteering that were conducted by Independent Sector in the United States (e.g., Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1994) and the Charities Aid Foundation in the United Kingdom (e.g., Halfpenny & Lowe, 1994) . These surveys provided good examples of possible content and approaches to survey design that facilitated the development of the NSGVP.
DESIGN ISSUES IN THE MEASUREMENT OF GIVING AND VOLUNTEERING
Akey decision point in the design of measures of giving and volunteering is the choice of the survey method (e.g., telephone, mail, or personal interview). The choice of one method over another places constraints on the types of questions that can be asked. However, most of the challenges in designing reliable and valid survey measures of giving and volunteering lie in the questionnaire design and item-development phase of survey construction.
THE CHOICE OF SURVEY METHOD
Surveys are traditionally conducted either through the mail, in person, or over the telephone. The decision regarding which of these methods to use depends on such issues as (a) costs and financial resources, (b) the complexity of the questions being used, (c) the degree of concern about response rates (random probability surveys with higher response rates are usually less likely to have biased samples), and (d) the degree of concern about social desirability. Kennedy and Vargas (2001) discuss the issues associated with the choice of survey method in detail elsewhere in this issue.
The NSGVP used a telephone survey methodology primarily because of the cost-effective opportunity provided to conduct it as a supplement to Statistics Canada's monthly LFS. 3 The choice of a telephone survey method posed a number of challenges for the design of the questionnaire. The use of a telephone survey requires that questions be read aloud by interviewers and aurally comprehended by respondents, which limits the complexity of the questions that can be used. For example, one cannot ask respondents to choose items from a long list because respondents will have difficulty remembering all the items that were read to them. This creates the challenge of measuring giving that occurs through a variety of methods (e.g., door-to-door solicitations, mail solicitations, bequests) and measuring participation in a variety of volunteer activities (e.g., fundraising, coaching, teaching) without being able to show respondents lists of these methods or activities.
QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN ISSUES
The choice of a particular survey method determines to some extent how measures of giving and volunteering are designed. However, the quality of any questionnaire on giving and volunteering depends on how well it (a) ensures that respondents understand what is being asked, (b) contains questions that respondents are able to answer, and (c) maximizes the ability of respondents to recall past giving and volunteering behaviors.
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Ensuring That the Questions Are Understood
A major problem in designing measures of giving and volunteering is the lack of commonly understood terms to describe the behaviors of interest. Some surveys ask respondents general questions such as "Do you recall if you gave money to any kind of charitable or nonprofit organization over the past year?" Others ask, "Did you volunteer any time to a charitable or nonprofit organization over the past year?" However, such questions may be interpreted quite differently by respondents and as a result produce data of questionable reliability and validity. Respondents are likely to vary in their interpretations of what constitutes a gift of money. For example, will respondents consider donations to include such things as paying to attend special events, the purchase of goods, in-kind gifts, or pledges for walkathons? Respondents are also likely to vary in their interpretations of the meaning of volunteering and whether or not it includes such things as coaching, service on a voluntary board, or driving a neighbor to the store.
It is well recognized that specific questions produce better data than general ones (Converse & Presser, 1986) . A more useful approach, then, is to ask people directly about a variety of specific behaviors rather than rely on a general question that is prone to subjective interpretation. For example, to obtain estimates of charitable giving in the NSGVP, people are asked whether or not they have made financial donations in each of a variety of ways, including by mail, by giving to canvassers going door to door, by paying to attend special events, and through in memoriam donations. To obtain estimates of volunteering, respondents are specifically asked if they have done such things as canvassing for donations, coaching, or serving on boards.
Ensuring That Respondents Can Answer the Questions
You mustn't always believe what I say. Questions tempt you to tell lies, particularly when there is no answer.
-Pablo Picasso Surveys should also be careful to ensure that respondents are able to answer the questions that they are asked. Some surveys ask respondents to recall and report on the activities of other individuals by asking one member of a household to report on the giving or volunteering of other members. Most of the time, unless the behavior is highly public, such proxy reporting is not a desirable strategy because it assumes both that the respondent knows about
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Hall the financial gifts or volunteer activities that other household members have made and that the respondent is able to recall that information. Given that the behavior of others may not be particularly salient, respondents are likely to have some difficulty recalling such behaviors even if they may have had knowledge of it at one time. A number of studies have shown that proxy reporting can produce poor information. For example, Loftus, Smith, Klinger, and Fiedler (1991) reported that spouses were able to recall only 30% of their partners' visits to doctors' offices.
For the NSGVP, we initially attempted to get estimates of household giving by relying on proxy reports, but it became apparent through focus group testing of the questionnaire that many respondents were unable to report on the donations and volunteer activities of others in their households unless they were being asked to report on the activities of spouses or partners. As a result, the NSGVP asks only about individual giving and volunteering and does not rely on proxy reports. 4 Nonprofit researchers may overestimate the knowledge and interest that the public has about nonprofit organizations and the ability of respondents to answer questions about these organizations. Qualitative research that has been conducted at the Canadian Centre for Philanthropy indicates that the work of nonprofit organizations is not a highly salient feature of daily life (Hall & Parmegiani, 1998) . For example, in focus group testing of the NSGVP questionnaire, people were asked to give the names of the organizations to which they had given donations and what the organizations do. A surprisingly large number of respondents had no idea what the organizations do; if respondents did know, it was only in the most general of terms.
This problem was also evident in a question that was used in a pilot version of the NSGVP. Respondents were asked, "What percentage of the money donated to charitable organizations goes toward administrative expenses and fundraising costs?" For this question, it was not uncommon for people to say that 50% to 75% of donations went to overhead expenses and fundraising costs. But, do people know enough about charities to provide an answer to this question? We timed how long it took people to respond to this question and found that respondents took an average of more than 30 seconds, suggesting that they were struggling to come up with an answer. Respondents may have been trying to accommodate the interviewers by answering the question even if they did not really know the answer. It is reasonable to assume that they inferred that the percentage of money spent on administrative and fundraising costs must be high if they were being asked about it and that they tried to provide an appropriate answer based on the information they had available.
are seeking about their giving and volunteering but have difficulty recalling it. Moreover, even when respondents do recall events, they still may have trouble placing them in the time frame requested because of forward telescoping (e.g., the question "Did you make a donation in the past month?" may produce reports of giving that occurred prior to 1 month earlier). The challenge, therefore, is to design a questionnaire that stimulates or assists respondent recall.
Academic survey researchers have placed a great deal of attention on this issue, relying on work done in the area of cognitive psychology. Pearson, Ross, and Dawes's (1991) review suggests that the more recent the event and the more salient it is, the easier it will be to recall. Events that are more distant are more likely to be forgotten or incorrectly recalled as having occurred more recently than they did (the problem of forward telescoping). The salience of an event is likely to be a function of how unusual the event is, its personal costs and benefits, and whether it has continuing consequences. For example, information about small events (e.g., small donations or brief volunteer episodes) with minimal impact may be difficult to recall even after a very short period of time.
Most survey interviews are quick, "give-and-take" exercises in which questions and answers are exchanged fairly quickly. Respondents are unlikely to be motivated to put forth the effort to recall the behaviors about which they are asked. Even if they are motivated, the survey usually leaves little time for respondents to activate memories and engage in recall.
Pearson, Ross, and Dawes (1991) noted a number of techniques that are often used in surveys to reduce the errors and biases associated with recall. These techniques are used to make access to memories of past events and behaviors more direct by (a) emphasizing to respondents the need for accurate answers, (b) reinstating the context of the event being recalled, (c) using "aided recall" methods in which respondents are provided with lists related to the event being recalled and asked to recognize the event rather than engage in the more difficult task of recalling the event, and (d) keeping the recall period short (e.g., fewer than 6 months). Many of these standard practices have been shown to have a positive impact on the accurate recall of behaviors.
In a review of evidence about the reliability of recall data, Dex (1995) concluded that improved recall is associated with surveys that use bounded or aided recall, cues, and context to help date events; focus on particularly salient or noteworthy events; order questions in a logical and chronological sequence; use long, open-ended questions; and keep the task as simple as possible. Of these various factors, Dex concluded that the salience of an event and the use of cues or other information to assist recall appear to have the largest effects.
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The NSGVP Approach to Measuring Giving and Volunteering
In keeping with established principles for promoting recall, the NSGVP devotes considerable time to the measurement of charitable giving and volunteering. It contains multiple questions on giving, each of which contains a recall cue. Respondents are therefore given numerous opportunities to recall their donations and volunteer activities and numerous cues to assist them in doing so. The NSGVP attempts to aid recall by activating the cognitive associative network, in which memories of donations are likely to be embedded. With the use of multiple questions, each question requires a search of memory and increases the possibility that associations will be triggered. Moreover, respondents are given considerable time to allow them to effectively search their memories and recall their donations.
For example, the NSGVP donating questions are as follows:
1. In the past 12 months, have you made a charitable donation by responding to a request through the mail? 2. In the past 12 months, have you made a donation by paying to attend a charity event? 3. In the past 12 months, have you made a charitable donation by using payroll deductions? 4. In the past 12 months, have you made a charitable donation by sponsoring someone in an event such as a walk-a-thon? 5. In the past 12 months, have you made a charitable contribution that was "in memoriam" or a donation in the name of someone who has recently passed away? 6. In the past 12 months, have you made a charitable contribution when asked by someone at work? 7. In the past 12 months, have you made a charitable contribution when asked by someone doing door-to-door canvassing? 8. In the past 12 months, have you made a donation when asked by someone canvassing for a charitable organization at a shopping centre, on a street or street corner? 9. In the past 12 months, have you made a donation through a collection at a Church, Synagogue, Mosque or other place of worship? 10. In the past 12 months, have you made a charitable donation by responding to a television or radio request or a telethon? 11. In the past 12 months, have you made a financial donation by approaching a non-profit or charitable organization on your own? 12. Are there any other ways in which you may have given money to a charitable or non-profit organization in the past 12 months?
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15. In the past 12 months, did you volunteer any time to a group or organization in a way you have not mentioned yet? Please include help given to schools, religious organizations, community associations, etc.
For each volunteer activity that respondents report, they are asked a series of follow-up questions regarding the names of the organizations, what the organizations do, the months in which volunteering occurred, and how they started volunteering.
As noted at the outset, there are two main threats to the validity of survey questions on giving: the difficulty that respondents may have in recalling their donations and the susceptibility of their reports to the influence of social desirability. Of the two, the recall issue probably remains the greatest threat to the validity of the giving and volunteering measures used in the NSGVP.
Despite the strategies used to assist recall, respondents are nevertheless requested to recall donations and volunteering that occurred more than 1 year earlier, which is a fairly long period of time. It is reasonable to expect that respondents will forget some of their donations, particularly those that are small and made spontaneously rather than planned in advance. They are also likely to forget brief episodes of volunteering. The problems of recall mean that individuals are likely to underreport their giving and volunteering.
Although underreporting because of forgetting is likely to cause a downward bias in estimates of giving and volunteering in the NSGVP, the influence of social desirability could simultaneously introduce an upward bias in estimates (i.e., causing respondents to overreport giving and volunteering). However, the NSGVP helps reduce socially desirable responses by asking respondents a series of follow-up questions for each method of donation and volunteering reported. As a result, respondents soon discover that each time they falsely report a donation or volunteer activity, they will also have to falsely answer the follow-up questions. Although we have no direct evidence, it is probably reasonable to assume that the detailed follow-up questions discourage the overreporting of donations and volunteering.
THE VALUE OF PRETESTS AND PILOT TESTS
Because of the measurement challenges associated with developing surveys of giving and volunteering, it is important to test surveys before they are implemented. The design of the NSGVP was assisted by extensive focus group testing of its questions followed by a large pilot test of the survey itself.
In the focus groups, participants working in triads completed draft versions of the questionnaire and were then debriefed. This process was particularly helpful in demonstrating the inadequacy of relying on proxy reports (as noted earlier) and in suggesting the appropriate wording of questions, the appropriate rating scales, and the appropriate order of questions. With regard
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to the order of questions, because the NSGVP questionnaire is quite lengthy, it was important to ensure that it flowed well from one section to another from respondents' perspectives. During the course of conducting 38 focus group triads, a number of different orders of the questionnaire sections were tested until the optimal order for respondents was found. The focus groups also offered some assurances, based on the participants' self-reports, that they could recall giving over the 12-month time frame used in the study. Following the focus groups, a number of revisions were made to the survey instrument, and a pilot test survey of 600 respondents was conducted. The pilot test provided important information about respondents' perceptions of the survey and about the measurement properties of the survey questions.
The pilot test revealed unanticipated ethical problems. Some respondents who participated in the pilot test complained of being made to feel guilty that they were not doing enough giving and volunteering. This response appeared to be triggered most often by two series of items, one that explored the reasons for not making donations or not making more donations and one that asked about reasons for not volunteering or not volunteering more. In an effort to counteract these concerns, the number of these items was substantially reduced, and we ensured that a number of socially acceptable reasons for not volunteering or giving were included (e.g., not knowing where to make contributions, giving voluntary time instead of money, and having already made contributions with respect to volunteering) to counterbalance some of the questions that seemed to have negative connotations.
The NSGVP pilot test also enabled us to engage in an item analysis exercise that allowed us to determine (a) whether there was a sufficient number of responses to each item that measured giving or volunteering to warrant its inclusion in the final instrument, (b) whether the measures of potential correlates and antecedents of giving and volunteering demonstrated sufficiently strong relationships with giving and volunteering to warrant their inclusion, and (c) whether there was any redundancy among items that assessed motivations and barriers that would enable some to be deleted.
On the basis of the item analysis, over 60 items were deleted from the pilot questionnaire to create the final survey instrument. The item analysis helped ensure that the existing items have sufficient variability and, in the case of antecedents and correlates of giving, sufficiently strong relationships with giving and/or volunteering to ensure that they are useful predictors of these behaviors.
CONCLUSION
The challenges associated with surveys on giving and volunteering are numerous, and the measurement issues require careful attention. Methods research in this area is lacking, and there is little evidence about the reliability
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Hall or validity of the measures that are used to collect giving and volunteering data. However, it is almost certain that many survey estimates of giving and volunteering are biased to some unknown extent. A number of strategies can be used in developing giving and volunteering surveys to help improve the quality of the data collected. Careful attention must be given to the strengths and weaknesses of various survey methods as well as the design of the survey questions.
Experience with the design of the NSGVP suggests a number of strategies that can help improve the quality of giving and volunteering data. These include using questions that can be clearly and commonly understood by respondents, ensuring that respondents are able to answer the questions put to them, and designing questions that help maximize the ability of respondents to recall past behaviors.
Research on charitable giving and volunteering would be well served by methods research that focuses directly on the problems of measuring these behaviors. Although the existing literature on the cognitive aspects of survey interviews and the problems of recall provides some guidance for the design of giving and volunteering surveys, it does so only indirectly. Further research is needed that investigates the optimum recall period for measures of giving and volunteering, the types of cues that are most effective in assisting recall, the effect of survey method on recall, and possible alternatives to survey methods for measuring giving and volunteering. In the absence of such research, estimates of giving and volunteering obtained from surveys are likely to be prone to a variety of biases, the effects of which are largely unknown at this time.
Notes
